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THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 



[April 15, 1858. 



which will form the natural subject of an additional ] 
Mticle, supplementary to those which we have already 
published on the See of Peter ; and we venture to anti- 
cipate that, if we have not altogether failed in our exa- 
mination of the tliree great texts relied on by Roman 
Catholic writers— viz., Matt, xvi., 18, Luke xxii., 31, &c., 
and John zxi., 15, &c.— we shall not experience much 
difficulty in satisfactorily ^sposing of the minor passages 
now relied on. 

As to the last few paragraphs of the above letter, m 
which, having to his otm satisfaction disposed of the ques- 
tion of the supremacy of St. Peter over the rest of the 
Apostles, Dr. G. so trippingly attributes the same powers 
to the Bishops of Rome over all other bishops, we think 
we may safely spare ourselves the trouble of discussing 
them, not only because we have so largely gone into tlie 
matter upon former occasions, but because we venture 
to think that Dr. G. has much more to do before he can 
safely treat the preliminary question of " St. Peter's 
•upreraacy," as established to the satisfaction of our 
readers.] 

CHAEGE AGAINST THE CATHOLIC LATMAN. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir, — I bad not space enough dt the end of my letter of 
yesterday to express how grieved I am, that at this, the 
very threshold ol'our controversy, the Editor of the Catho- 
lic Lavman should forfeit the credit for sincerity to 
which, till yesterday, I believed him so well entitled. Bat 
here I must tell him, or whosoever he was who answered 
me in your lust number, that with me his credit is gone, 
till he can offer some excuse for the shift which he used in 
order to evade the force of a passage* from St. Cyprian. 
The shift I allude to is this : He says, first, " We have the 
high authority of the Benedictine editors to show that 
Cyprian was not here speaking of St. Peter at all."b 
Where do the Benedictine editors show this ? Now, sir, 
I must tell yon that the credit of the Catholic Layman 
is at stake till you refer to the very page where the Bene- 
dictine editors assert that St. Cyprian is not here" speak- 
ing of St. Peter ; or where they make the most distant al- 
lusion to what you charge them with. Secondly, my trans- 
lation of this passage,'' given verbatim at page 34,« is sup- 
pressed, and hinted at, in page 29, as being incorrect, and 
as being from the Benedictine edition, when it is from the 
Oxford edition, which has' the word " Petrum," and which 
yon do not acknowledge. 

I must further tell jou, that, if you deign to notice and 
reply to this charge, all recourse to " Launoy and his forty- 
fourfathers" will here avail yoanot;for, first, all who read 
the evangelist agree that Christ built His Church on the 
" rock," in Matt xvi., 18. Secondly, all scholars, whether 
Protestant or Catholic, agree that St. Cyprian in numerous 
placesK tells us that " Christ built His Church on St. 
Peter ;" therefore, thirdly, it is, or should be, agreed by 
all scholars who are honest enough not to have recourse to 
artifice that St. Cyprian believed " the rock'' mentioned 
by the evangelist'' to be St. Peter, and him alone. Is it 
not, then, the height of insincerity to seek to evade the 
force of a decisive passage, where the saint again reiterates 
the SAME doctrine ; and to have the presumption to tell 
learned Protestants' and Catholics that St. Cyprian is not 
here alluding to St. Peter at all ? Is this behaving fair and 
straifihtforward towards me, who, for the sake of pleasing 
yoU; rejected " the authority of the learned Benedictine 
editors," and brought against you your own Oxford 
edition t And if by tkis you are already driven to the wall, 
how would it have been with you now if, from the first, 
I had turned that " authority" against you, and, instead of 
replying to your objections against my religion, had put 
you to defend your own. Lastly, I need not tell you that 
except you give some excuse, or apology, or explanation 
for what you have imputed to the Benedictines, &c., our 
correspondence must cease. 

I am, Sir, respectfully yours, 

William Gebaoutt. 

[We are sorry, but not much surprised, to find Dr. 
Geraghty so early seeking for an excuse to break off the 
correspondence which he some months ago voluntarily 
commenced with us, and that, be it Tememl>cred, at a 
time when he did not, as he himself acknowledges in his 
supplemental letter of last month (p. 35), give us credit 
for the amount of sincerity which he felt forced to admit 
and acknowledge his respect for in that letter. AVe are 
not surprised, because we can well understand the difl- 
culty in which he must feel himself placed, with respect 
to the arguments we have brought forward against the 
iuprcmacy of Rome from his favourite writer, St. Cy pri.in. 



*Ad. Pleb.suam. 

' P. 29. Catholic Lav:«a!>. Uarcli, 1898. 

» Where h« uses ttie word ** petmm." 

' '■ One Church •nd ooe chiir founded bj tlie montli of Clirist on 
Poter" (or on a rock). 

* CAvaoLic Layman, ibid. 

f If I'm not mistaken; and If I am, correct me, &ild I wfll apologise. 

f Lib. de. UUcip Tlrg., lib. de bono patieni., lib. He Uolut. Beclet. 
Epitl. it>, 70. 71. 73, £c 

> Matt. XTi , 18. 

i£ven Dr. FelJ, the learned editor of the Protestant edition of St. 
Cjprian, if I remember rightly, in his note on this paasiigH, refers it so 
tar to St- Peter as to refer it to his fisith, wiitcli is perfectly fair and 
boDfa^ and even more than could be expected, seeini^ that the 
Council of Trent lays no atres^ on that distinction between St. Peter 
and h'.s fdilh, which some mcdern controvt'rHlalists, for the sike of 
MindiDK Cdtiiotica to the main Uiiag^ oc Itta supreouicy, lutve endta. 
TOnred to make. 



and which, if he had no plausible excuse for not noticing, 
he would, of course, we presume, feel himself bound to 
attempt a reply to, which he might not find it so very 
easy to do. That his indignation is quite causeless, how- 
ever, in the present instance, we can readily demonstrate, 
as we are prepared to prove that we used no shift or 
evasion or misrepresentation whatever in the matter he so 
angrily and dictatorially complains of. 
How does the matter really stand ? 
The letter which we printed in our January number, 
p. 9, from Dr. Geraghty, among several other quotations, 
contained the following passage, ushered in, no doubt, 
in rather a sneering tone, but which, for the sake of fair 
and full discussion, we were ready to excuse : — 

" You talk as confidently about what the Church of 
Carthage thought of Rome 1600 years ago as if you hud 
just returned by railroad from consulting it. Indeed, if it 
thought as its Bishop, St. Cyprian, did (a thing not im- 
possible), these same thoughts will be found to be of that 
awkwardkind which had better be bushed up. For, first, 
that Church believed that, as ' tliere is one God, and one 
Christ, so there is hut one Church, and one chair, by the 
mouth of Christ, /ouni/e(i on Peter.' (St. Cyprian, epist. 
40 pleb. suae.)" 

This is verbatim the quotation of Dr. Geraghty, and 
he has himself in a subsequent letter (February number, 
p. 21) thanked us for the uncommon fide ity with which 
his letter of January was published. 

The reference is plainly to the Benedictine edition, and 
that alone ; for the epi'.ile he quotes is nut No. 40 in any 
other edition than the Benedictine, and he cites it only as 
epistle 40. 

Yet he. in his present letter, asks us in the most taunt- 
ing and bitter language is this bch.iving" fair and straight, 
forward" toward him who, for the sake of pfeasini/ us, 
rejected the authority of the learned Benedictiue editors, 
&c., &c. 

But, then, he asserts that we misrepresent the Bene- 
dictine edition, and says the credit of the Catholic Lat- 
man is at stake till we refer to the very page. 

Be it so. The simple answer is, we have done so already. 
The edition we used is the Hentdictine edition publishe<l 
at Venice in 1758, as we stated at the foot of column 2, 
page 29 ; and the page is 132 in that edition, as may be 
seen in the first note at foot of column 3, same page. 

From page 132 of the Benedictine edition we cited the 
passage, in Latin, which he. Dr. Geraghty, bad in his 
preceding letter purported to cite in Engli.sh, but cited in- 
correctly, from the Benedictine edition, whether from the 
Venetian copy we, of course, cannot tell ; but we believe 
there is no difference except that the notes ofBaluzeare 
placed at the foot of each pnge in the Venetian copy, 
while thi?y are more prudently phioed more out of sight by 
being relegated to the end nf the volume in the Roman copy. 
We are so far from thinking the passage at all a decisive 
one, even if Dr. Geraghty's version had been the true one, 
that we should have been, in truth, under but little 
temptation, if ever so dishonestly inclined, to evade its 
force by what he calls the " height of insincerity ; ' lor 
the simple reason which we alre.idy stated (p. 29), viz., 
that as there was no necessary reference in it whatever to 
Rome, it could not have proved any supremacy in the 
Church of Rome, but would only have shown thin Cyprian 
was amotig those fathers who interpreted the ICth Matt., 
v. 18, of the person and not ihafuith of St. Peter, having, 
however, no less than 44 fathers of the opposite opinion, 
as shown in vol. v., p. 135. 

The Benedictine editors, however, deliberately, and, it 
will be seen, for good reason (whatever Bishop Fell may 
have thought, who published his edition many years 
before, and who, therefore, had not the benefit of their 
learning to assist him), give the retiding, "super petram" 
(upon a rock), not " super Petrum" ("n Peter) ; and the 
reason, as we stated, is given in Baluze's note upon the 
very words (super petram), viz., that the old ediiiuns and 
17 ancient codices so render it, and tlint though Pamelius 
had followed Hanutius in printing Petrum, instead of 
petram, he himself admitted that the latter reailing was 
found in the ancient codices. 

We were, therefore, quite justified in our conclusion, 
which was, we think, a very ctiutious and candid one, viz., 
that whether Baluze and the Bene'lit;tine edltiirs, or 
Manutius (and we now add Bishop Fell), were riyht, is 
no great matter, as, when there are no less than 17 old 
MSS. cxiant giving a different reading, nothing could be 
more unsafe than to assume as indisputable that St. 
Cyprian was referring to St. Peter in the passage in 
question. 

As to the argumentative chnrge that we are dishonest and 
resort to artifice, because he. Dr. G., is bold enough to assert 
that "all scholars, whether Protestant or Catholic, agree 
that St. Cyprian was of opinion that Christ built his 
Church on St. Peter," we merely reply that we were 
dt-aling seriatim with all the passages from St. Cyprian 
which he (Ur. Geraghty) relied on to prove this very 
assertion ; and that, as each passage relied on in such an 
examination must be severally dealt with, it was neither 
'■ dishonest'' nor an "artifl,;e" to show that the words he 
quoted were at best of doubtful authority; consequi-ntly 
that whatever other passnges (passages which we had 
either already considered, or were pledged to discuss be- 
fore we have done with St. Cyprian) might prove, this 



passage, at least, did not establish any part of Dr. 6.'» 
argument. 

We have only to add. though it could not possibly have 
made the slightest difference in our argument, that we 
were not at all applying ourselves to Dr. Geraghty's quo- 
tation from St Cyprian, as cited in his letter, partially 
given in our March number, p. 34, where we now observe 
he refers to both editions (not solely to the Oxford one, 
as he now states), but had in our view merely the quo- 
tation as given in Dr. G.'s previous letter, which we had 
not been able to reply to fully, for want of space, in our 
January number. Though this may not satisfy Dr. G., 
who appears to be a little more irritable than a calm 
and candid controversialist ought, in our opinion, 
to be, we trust it will satisfy our readers that there 
never was a more groundless or insulting charge than 
that now made against us, for insincerity, unfairness, 
evasive shifts, artitice, suppression, and we know not how 
many more disreputable expedients, to blind Catholics, 
and mislead Protestants ; and though we should be sorry 
to cut short any thing which Dr. Geraghty m.iy think 
fit to say in reply to our arguments, or in support of his 
own, so long as there is any chance of the cause of truth 
being served by it, we hope he will in future write in a 
tone less offensive. 

The subject on which Dr. Geraghty has thought proper 
to roensure lances with us is the Supremacy of the Pope, 
or, if he prefers it, the Church of Rome. If Dr. Gt^rwglity 
he, as we have no doubt he is, a sincere btliivcr in that 
doctrine, let him send us an answer to our articles on the 
Ancient Churches, viz., that of Italy in Octoher, 1857, 
that of Africa, in January, 1858, and of the Etist, in our 
present number, and we will gladly publish them, even 
s'nould they |. rove that we have misread history, or drawn 
erroneous conclusions from it.! 

POt*E VICTOR AND ST. IREN^US. 

[The following extract from Dupin, we think, shows 
how little real power the Bishops of Rome had in the 
second century. Excommunicating another Church 
t len meant merely refusing to hold communion with 
them, which it was in the power of any Church which 
disapproved of another to do.] 

" Under the pontificate of Victor, the successor of Eleu- 
therus, the controversy that arose between the Asiatic 
bishops and this pope gave occasion to St. Irensens to 
use his umost endeavours to re-establish )ieace. The 
subject of this dispute was to know on what day Ea«ter 
ought to lie observed. The bishops of Asia, according to 
their ancient custom, always celebrated that festival oa 
the 14th of the moon of March, on whatever day of the 
week it happened; whereas the Western Churches waited 
for the Lord's day before they celebrated it. This differ- 
ence in |ioint of practice, which seems to be but of little 
consequence, produced some disturbance among the 
CliuicUes of the first ages ; and when St. Poljcarp came 
to Rome in the time of Pope Anicetus, these two bishops 
ctrnestly endeavoured to accommodate this matter, but 
not being able to persuade one another to leave their 
former custom (so jealous have Churches always been of 
their ceremonies and customs), they parted very good 
friends, thinking that a difference of so little moment 
ought not to interrupt their mutual agreement. But 
untler the pontificate of Victor this content was revived 
with greater beat, and had well nigh caused a division in 
the Catholic Church ; for this pope, incensed because 
the bishops of Asia, being very far from submitting to the 
threats and penalties which he had denounced against 
them, in case they refused to abolish their own custom 
and to conform to that of the Western Churches, had 
procured a large epistle to be written to him by Poly- 
crates, Bishop of Ephesus, in vindication thereof, took 
a resolution to drive Polycrates and the Asiatic bishops 
out of their churches, and sent everywhere letters (says 
Eusebius), in which he declared them to be excommu- 
nicated. Whereupon the other bishops, and even those 
that celebrated the feast of Easter with those of the west, 
disapproved the proceedings of Victor, and wrote letters 
to e.\hurt him to take other measures more conformable 
to peace and charity. But there was none that per- 
formed this with greater efficacy than St. Irenaeus. who 
wrote an epistle to him under the name of the Church 
of France, wherein he declares, that though he himself 
solemnized the feast of Easter on the Lord's day, accord- 
injx to his manner, yet he could not approve of his under- 
taking to excommunicate whole Churches lor the obser- 
vation of a custom which they had receiveil from their 
ancestors. He advertiseth him tliat different customs 
have been used in Churches, not only in the celebration 
iif the festival of Easter, but also of fasts, and in divers 
other matters of praci ice. Lastly, he lays before him 
that his i»redeoessor did not c .ntend with the Asiatic 
bishops in this matter ; and that St. Polycarp being 
arrived at Rome, and having holden a conference with 
Pope Anicetus touching this affair, they decreed that 
mutual communiou and peace ought not to be broken for 
a matter of so small importance. It is probable that 
Victor was convinced by these reasons, for though this 
Asiatics did not lay aside their custom, yet it doth not 
appear that the union between them and the Bishops of 
Rome was thereupon discontinued. This epistle is pro- 
duced by Eusebius, who afiirms that this father wrote 
many others of the like nature to other bishops." — Dnpin. 
Ecc. HUt. Vol. i., p. 74, Dublin Ed., 1723. 



